JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. Prior literature on educational attainment indicates that there is both a female advantage and an LGB bonus: women are more likely to have earned bachelor's degrees than men, and lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) persons are more likely to have earned a bachelor's degree than heterosexuals. Using data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health, I run logistic regressions on respondents' likelihood of having a bachelor's degree as a function of both gender and sexuality. I find that the female advantage and LGB bonus do not hold for sexual minority women, who are the gender and sexuality group least likely to have completed college.
Introduction
Educational attainment, or the ultimate level of education one achieves in his or her lifetime, affects life chances (Pascarella and Terenzini 2005) , including future earnings (Bobbitt-Zeher 2007) , health (Goesling 2007; Masters et al. 2012) , and political engagement (Milligan et al. 2004) . Because education can be such an important predictor of life chances, it is important to determine whether or not lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) students are systematically privileged or disadvantaged with regard to educational attainment. 1 The few studies that have attempted to analyze the relationship between educational attainment and sexual identity have indicated that gay men, on average, appear to have higher levels of education than do heterosexual men (Barrett et al. 2002; Black et al. 2000) .
What Is Known: The Female Advantage and the LGB Bonus

The Female Advantage
In the last few decades, women have obtained the majority of bachelor's degrees conferred in America (Buchmann and DiPrete 2006; Buchmann et al. 2008; DiPrete and Buchmann 2012) . The female advantage in America started emerging in the 1980s, as males and females reached parity in bachelor's degree attainment. Since then, women have been outpacing men's college completion rates to the point where there are nearly two female college graduates for every one male college graduate today. DiPrete and Buchmann (2012) identify a number of reasons why this gender switch in educational advantage has taken place. The postindustrial transition of the American economy from manufacturing to service pushed women into the workforce, causing them to pursue higher education to receive better wages. Social beliefs regarding gender equity opened up educational institutions to women. Now that these institutions are open to them, women's superior academic performance and proschool behaviors mean they are more likely to succeed academically once they are in college as compared to men. Meanwhile, men and boys in some contexts interpret academic success-and the jobs associated with a college degree-as feminine (Legewie and DiPrete 2012; Morris 2008) . Consequently, men's college completion rates have continued to lag behind those of women.
Although women are generally advantaged in terms of college completion as compared to men, the extent of the advantage varies by race and socioeconomic status. Black women have long outpaced black men educationally (DiPrete and Buchmann 2012; McDaniel et al. 2011 ). McDaniel et al. (2011 argue this is because of black women's longer relative involvement in the labor force, which provides a greater incentive to pursue higher education to obtain higher wages. Class also moderates gender's effect on educational attainment: the female advantage is less pronounced among wealthier Americans (Buchmann and DiPrete 2006; DiPrete and Buchmann 2012) . Legewie and DiPrete (2012) argue this is because the upper class in America constructs a narrative of masculinity that values education as a means of competition, thus encouraging young men to pursue a bachelor's degree to prove one's worth relative to other men.
If the female advantage is not uniform but is moderated by race and class, sexuality may likewise moderate lesbian and bisexual women's educational attainment. The intersection of gender and sexuality may lead to distinctive educational outcomes for lesbian and bisexual women that differ from those of
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both heterosexual women and sexual minority men (Collins 2004) . But little has been done to investigate how sexual minority women are faring educationally; studies that claim to examine the phenomenon either generalize findings on sexual minority men to women or study subgroups of women that are much more likely to be well educated.
The LGB Bonus
Because education is the social institution by which many in American society attempt to improve their wage prospects and life chances, it is important to determine how sexual identity affects one's likelihood of completing college. What little quantitative work has been done on the effect sexuality exerts on educational attainment indicates that LGB persons are actually advantaged educationally as compared to heterosexuals. I refer to this phenomenon as the "LGB bonus," akin to the female advantage in college completion. There are three known prior quantitative studies that explicitly focus on sexual identity and educational attainment. Black et al. (2000) , Barrett et al. (2002) , and Rothblum et al. (2005) all generally indicate that LGB people tend to have higher education levels than their heterosexual peers. However, all of these studies have methodological limitations that hinder their ability to lay a definitive claim to the relationship between sexual identity and educational attainment. I discuss the findings of these studies first and then explain how this work addresses their limitations. Black et al. (2000) use 2000 US Census data and code anyone who indicates being partnered to someone of the same sex as gay or lesbian. The authors then compare several status attainment outcomes, such as income and education level, against partnered heterosexual persons, including measures of status attainment. Black et al. find that partnered gay men tend to have higher levels of education than do partnered heterosexual men. The authors state that there were not enough lesbians identified using this sampling method to make a strong comparison between partnered lesbians and partnered heterosexual women, so no tests were run for sexual minority women. Barrett et al. (2002) use the Urban Men's Health Study to create a sample of 2,290 self-identified gay and bisexual males 3 in the cities of San Francisco, Chicago, New York, and Los Angeles. They then run logistic regression analyses to determine how sexual identity influences status attainment, including educational attainment. They find that age of coming out is an important predictor of how much education the respondents had. Those who came out at earlier ages often had lower incomes and less education than heterosexual men; respondents who came out later in life tended to have higher incomes and education levels than heterosexual men. Barrett et al. hypothesize that, if someone comes out before college, family stress, discrimination, violence, or any number of negative sanctions for identifying as gay could prevent young out men from completing college. Males who came out after college, on the other hand, may have completed their educational attainment with few sexually related social sanctions and, thus, were able to focus on their education. Rothblum et al. (2005) examine the relationship between sexuality and educational attainment using a sibling study. The researchers obtained copies of all civil union certificates from July 1, 2000, to June 30, 2001-the first year same-sex marriages were made legal in the state of Vermont. They then contacted these couples and asked them to identify heterosexual, married siblings to provide a comparison group. Out of their 335 LGB respondents, all were partnered and most were from the Northeast. The authors find that both lesbian women and gay men generally have higher levels of education than do their heterosexual siblings, though this does not translate to more economic gains for the sexual minority sibling. Rothblum et al. also note that causal order is difficult to determine; that is, do LGB people finish college and then come out, or do LGB people come out before completing a bachelor's degree?
All three studies document that LGB Americans tend to have higher education levels than heterosexuals. However, though they provide an initial glimpse into the influence of sexuality on educational attainment, important subgroups of LGB persons that may possibly have lower levels of education are excluded from their sample designs. Barrett et al. (2002) and Rothblum et al. (2005) focus on sexual minority persons who live in particular social contextsurban contexts and the Northeast, respectively. Thus their findings may not be nationally representative. Urbanites tend to be better educated as compared to those from rural contexts ( Roscigno and Crowley 2001) , and those from the Northeast tend to have higher levels of education than Americans from other regions ( US Census Bureau 2012). Because they obtained respondents from contexts where all people are generally better educated, their findings may overestimate the education level of sexual minorities.
4 Both Black et al. (2000) and Rothblum et al. (2005) study only partnered respondents. Those LGB persons who tend to report being monogamously coupled are also more likely to have higher levels of education, as they are largely white and affluent (Polikoff 2008; Taylor et al. 2009 ). Therefore, because these two studies look at partnered respondents and exclude single LGB people, the calculated levels of educational attainment for sexual minorities may be artificially inflated.
More problematic, though, is the exclusion of female respondents. Neither Black et al. (2000) nor Barrett et al. (2002) examined lesbian and bisexual women's educational attainment. Although both study designs have strong rationales for doing so, excluding women from these analyses is a concern because it provides an incomplete picture of the educational status of all LGB persons. The intersection of social identities can lead to unique, nonadditive outcomes for social groups (Collins 2004 ). The female advantage, then, may be moderated by sexuality and the LGB bonus by gender. Gay and bisexual men may be more likely to obtain a bachelor's degree than their heterosexual counterparts, whereas lesbian and bisexual women are less likely. As of now, it is ultimately unknown how heterosexual men, heterosexual women, sexual minority men, and sexual minority women stand relative to one another in terms of educational attainment. There is reason to believe that prior research has been remiss in generalizing both the LGB bonus and the female advantage to sexual minority women. Sexuality, like race and class, would need to be taken into account in studying the female advantage if lesbian and bisexual women's likelihood of earning a bachelor's degree is below that of heterosexual women's. Likewise, the LGB bonus literature would have to exert care in generalizing findings about the educational attainment of LGB people generally to sexual minority women.
Method
Hypotheses I argue that educational attainment is contingent on both sexuality and gender. Prior work provides reason to believe that the female advantage may not hold for LGB people. I conduct an analysis that compares the predicted likelihood of having a college degree for four gender and sexuality groups: sexual minority women, sexual minority men, heterosexual women, and heterosexual men. Informed by the literature, I propose the following hypotheses: HYPOTHESIS 1.-Heterosexual women will be more likely to earn a bachelor's degree than heterosexual men.
HYPOTHESIS 2.-Sexual minority men will be more likely to earn a bachelor's degree than heterosexual men.
HYPOTHESIS 3.-Sexual minority women's likelihood of earning a bachelor's degree differs from that of heterosexual women's, but it is unknown what direction the effect will take.
HYPOTHESIS 4.-Sexual minority women's likelihood of earning a bachelor's degree differs from that of sexual minority men's, but it is unknown what direction the effect will take.
The first two hypotheses are largely supported by prior literature on the female advantage and the LGB bonus. Hypothesis 2 is further supported by the literature that outlines the differences between sexual minority men's and Sexual Identity, Gender, and Postsecondary Educational Attainment
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American Journal of Education women's likelihood of completing college, as discussed above. Hypotheses 3 and 4, though, claim that the female advantage and LGB bonus may not hold for sexual minority women, leading to markedly different educational outcomes for them as compared to heterosexual women or sexual minority men.
Data
I use data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health; Harris et al. 2009 ). These data are an improvement over prior studies for several reasons. Add Health data are nationally representative; respondents come from a variety of geographic contexts, not just from urban areas. Add Health did not oversample for LGB respondents as it did for other groups, such as racial minorities. However, as respondents were first identified at a young age, before a full articulation of their sexual identities would be likely (Cass 1979; Savin-Williams 2005) , the fact that the data are nationally representative otherwise should allay concerns of selection bias issues within the LGB population identified here. 5 The data contain a sufficient number of cases for both sexual minority men and women to investigate potential gender and sexuality differences in educational attainment. Add Health also includes multiple questions that can be used to classify respondents as sexual minorities, an important consideration given my hypotheses.
Four waves of Add Health data have been collected to date. I use the publicly available first and fourth waves of Add Health in this study.
6 Wave 1 data were collected in 1994 -95, when respondents were in grades 7-12. This wave provides background characteristics about respondents, which served as control variables. For example, information about respondents' family lives, early educational careers, and basic demographic characteristics, such as race, age, and gender, are included in analyses because of their effect on educational attainment. The most recent wave, wave 4, was collected in 2007-8, when respondents' average age was almost 30 years-past the age when the majority of Americans complete their college degrees ( Jacobs and King 2002) . Wave 4 provides both the dependent variable, educational attainment, and the independent variable, self-reported sexual identity. The final sample size is 4,984 respondents after merging data and dealing with missing cases, which I describe in more detail below.
Independent Variable: Sexual Identity
I use self-identification of sexual identity at the time of wave 4 as my independent variable. At wave 4, respondents were asked, "Which of these choices
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best describes you?" Akin to Kinsey et al.'s (1948) scale, respondents were allowed to place their sexual identity somewhere along a 1-5 scale. Add Health's scale asked respondents to rate themselves from 1 to 5 on the sexual identity question, with a rating of 1 being "100 percent heterosexual," a rating of 3 being bisexual, and a rating of 5 being "100 percent homosexual (gay)" (Harris et al. 2009 ). Those who answered 3, 4, or 5 on this question were coded as LGB. 7 Fifty-five respondents indicated they felt no sexual attraction, commonly referred to as asexual (Boegart 2006) ; these cases were dropped from the analysis. Admittedly, any attempt to operationalize sexual identity is not without its problems. Despite the limitations of the data, no method of measuring sexual identity is generally accepted (Savin-Williams 2005) . Depending on how sexual identity is measured-based on sexual behavior, romantic attraction, physical attraction, dating behavior, or self-identification-respondents may give very different answers (Laumann et al. 1994; Savin-Williams 2005) . Despite these issues, I maintain that self-identification is the preferable measure for this work. Use of wave 4 self-identification to measure LGB status mitigates issues of construct validity that wave 1 measures present and also captures some of the potential effects of social sanctioning in ways that behavioral or attraction measures do not. If respondents disclose sexual minority identification in Add Health, it is likely that they have also disclosed sexual minority status in other settings and thus may have experienced some of the negative social forces others impose on those who are sexual minorities through other social disclosure (Fine 2011; Pharr 1997) . Even if they are not publicly out, acknowledging their own sexual identity as a minority may make them more acutely aware of prejudice and discrimination (Cass 1979) , which could alter their social experience and self-concept. Also, self-identification is one of the most conservative measures, with fewer respondents reporting a selfidentification as a sexual minority than engaging in same-sex sexual behavior or other operationalizations (Laumann et al. 1994) . If persons identify as LGB by wave 4, regardless of whether or not they did so at or before wave 1 data collection, their educational trajectories still contribute to a general pattern of self-identified LGB persons' relative educational standing as compared to heterosexuals. Similarly, even if education led to the development or disclosure of a sexual minority identity, the fact that respondents now identify as LGB means that their educational attainment level still speaks to a larger demographic pattern that illustrates the relationship between sexuality and education. Table 1 shows the sexual identity and gender breakdown of the sample. Of 4,984 respondents, 183 (3.67% of the sample) identified as lesbian, gay, or bisexual.
9
It is important to acknowledge that endogeneity may also be present in using a wave 4 measure as compared to other means of operationalizing sexual Sexual Identity, Gender, and Postsecondary Educational Attainment
278
American Journal of Education identity that come from earlier waves. It is possible that higher levels of education may lead to a higher likelihood of respondents identifying as LGB, either because education has exposed them to alternate social possibilities or because of contact with successful, educated role models that can provide social support (Rhoads 1995) . Although sexual minorities are coming out at earlier ages, many of them before they enter college (Broido 2004; SavinWilliams 2005) , it is still possible that the causal order may be reversed for some respondents. A key limitation of the Add Health data as they stand is the absence of a variable that reports when LGB respondents came out-that is, first publicly disclosed their sexual identities. This is important because, although one may acknowledge oneself as being LGB, the development of a public identity can translate to discrimination from others (Cass 1979) . A gay man who came out after college likely had a radically different experience than a gay man who has been out since adolescence. The respondent who came out later in life may not have experienced the same forces of discrimination and prejudice as the latter student-or, at least, he may not have experienced them in the same manner (Barrett et al. 2002; Henrickson 2008 
Dependent Variable and Analysis
Add Health asks respondents at each wave about their highest level of education attained. The wave 4 question on highest degree earned was used to construct the dependent variable. Respondents who reported having earned a bachelor's degree or higher by the time of wave 4 data collection were coded as 1; those with less education were coded as 0. Table 2 shows the highest (Pampel 2000) . Data were weighted using Add Health-provided weights (Harris et al. 2009 ). I estimate two models: one including an interaction term for gender and LGB self-identified sexuality and one without. Because hypotheses 3 and 4 do not specify a direction for the effects of sexuality on educational attainment, and to ensure a more stringent threshold for significance given the relatively small sample size of LGB respondents as compared to heterosexuals, I employ two-tailed tests for all variables. I use results from the second logistic regression model, which includes the interaction term, to predict the probability of having a bachelor's degree as a function of gender and sexual identity in order to compare all four gender and sexuality groups-heterosexual men, heterosexual women, sexual minority men, and sexual minority women-to one another directly.
Control Variables
All other variables come from wave 1 of data collection and are treated as controls, as they capture background characteristics that prior literature indicates are correlated with educational attainment. Although half of all Add Health respondents are aged 29-31 by the time of wave 4 data collection, the range of ages spans 10 years. Respondent age is included as a control to compensate for its effects on educational attainment, as older respondents may have had more time to obtain higher education.
Parent characteristics, like education and occupation, are important in determining status attainment, including educational attainment (Bobbitt-Zeher 2007; Buchmann and DiPrete 2006; Sewell et al. 1969 ). This work uses Bearman and Moody's (2004) method of measuring the relative social class of Add Health wave 1 respondents' families, combining the occupational prestige and the education level of their parents. Their method is quite useful, as it provides a comprehensive socioeconomic status (SES) measure with a minimum of missing cases. Wave 1 of the Add Health survey asks its respondents to report on their parents' education levels and occupation. 11 Bearman and Moody developed a scheme for measuring both occupational prestige and educational attainment for each parent and then adding the values together to provide an SES measure based on the status of each individual parent on a 1-10 scale. Should data be available for both a father and a mother, the larger of the two values is used to measure family SES. SES values were not calculated for parents who were missing values on either occupation or education level. I describe how I deal with missing data for family SES below.
Attitudes, desires, and drives are also important predictors of an individual's likelihood of attaining higher education (Sewell et al. 1969) . In wave 1, before respondents were of age to begin college, respondents were asked how likely they thought it would be that they would go to college. This question was asked using a Likert scale from 1 to 5, with 5 corresponding to a higher perceived likelihood of the respondent's chances of going to college. This question may capture both respondents' aspirations as well as any practicalities that may affect their perceived likelihood of obtaining higher education.
Respondents' self-esteem was also measured using a battery of questions in Add Health's first wave. Self-esteem can be an important force in determining how far one may pursue higher education (Chickering and Reisser 1993; Sewell et al. 1969) . Particularly for LGB students, who may suffer from lower self-esteem than their heterosexual peers generally (D'Augelli 1993), selfesteem may be an important predictor of further educational attainment.
12 I use the same method as Longmore et al. (2004) to measure self-esteem. A battery of six questions within Add Health is used to construct the self-esteem variable: "I have a lot of good qualities," "I have a lot to be proud of," "I like myself just the way I am," "I feel like I'm doing everything just about right," "I feel socially accepted," and "I feel loved and wanted." These questions measure perceived self-efficacy and social connectedness, both components of self-esteem that may affect educational attainment. Each question is answered on a scale from 1 to 5, with higher values indicating higher self-esteem. I then use the total of these six items to measure self-esteem in my models.
Respondents were included if they provided answers to at least four of the six items; those with missing values had the total value for the responses they did answer scaled to match those who answered all six items.
Students who enjoy greater academic success earlier in their educational careers may be more likely to gain admission into college or be encouraged by significant others to obtain a bachelor's degree (Sewell et al. 1969) . I use McNeely's (2005) method to operationalize grade point average (GPA), as it min-
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imizes the number of missing cases using the available data. Students provide self-reported grades in four core subjects in the Add Health data set at wave 1: math, English, science, and social studies/history. Converting letter grades to numeric values (A p 4, F p 0), the average of students' self-reported grades in these four subjects is used to measure prior academic performance. Also following McNeely's method, students were included in the sample if they reported grades in at least two of four subjects. Treatment of missing data for cumulative GPA at wave 1 is described below.
13
Race is included as a control variable in this study, as there continue to be racial gaps in education (Chapa and de la Rosa 2004; Goldsmith 2009; McDaniel et al. 2011) . Race was coded from wave 1 data, when respondents indicated their racial backgrounds. Those who indicated more than one racial background or who indicated a race other than white, black, Latino/a, or Asian were coded as being from another race to avoid the loss of LGB respondents.
14 Those who did not provide data on their race were dropped from the analysis. The analysis contains five racial groups: white, black, Latino/a, Asian, and other, with white respondents acting as the reference group.
Geographic context is included as a control variable as well, as it can have an effect on one's likelihood of pursuing higher education. Those from urban contexts may be less likely to attend well-funded schools (Kozol 1991; Ryan 2010) , which leaves them disadvantaged in the pursuit of higher education. Likewise, rural schools may be underfunded, and student culture may disdain the pursuit of higher education in favor of blue-collar careers (Morris 2008) . Wave 1 interviewers coded the respondent's residence at the time of the interview as living in an urban, rural, suburban, or a different locale (e.g., a predominantly industrial area). Respondents whose interviewer did not provide a code for their urban context were coded as living in another locale. Suburban residents were used as the reference group.
Missing Data
I merge control variable data from wave 1 with independent and dependent variable data from wave 4 for all respondents. For the independent variable, all respondents who did not report a sexual identity, or who identified as asexual, are not included in the analysis. For the dependent variable, one respondent who did not provide information on highest degree attained is excluded from the sample. For most other control variables, I choose to use listwise deletion to deal with missing cases, as this method preserved over 98% of respondents who provided data for both wave 1 and wave 4 of Add Health (Allison 2001) . Listwise deletion led to a loss of five LGB respondents out of an initial 188, or 2.66% of the total LGB sample.
After listwise deletion of cases for missing values on all other variables, 407 respondents, or 8.17% of the sample, have missing data on family SES, GPA, or both. This number includes 19 LGB respondents, or 10.38% of the remaining LGB sample. Because the number of sexual minority respondents is relatively small as compared to the total sample size, listwise deletion would have eliminated a large number of cases, lowering the statistical power of the analysis. To preserve these cases, I code those with missing cases for SES or GPA as 0 and then include a dummy variable for missing values on these variables in the models. Although the use of dummies as proxies for missing data may lead to biased estimators, it may be a useful way of preserving statistical power given a small sample size (Allison 2001) .
I test the appropriateness of using dummies as proxies for missing data by running comparison models that use listwise deletion of all cases with missing variables and multiple imputation techniques (results not shown). Results from data that used multiple imputation and listwise deletion of all missing cases were similar to those from the model that used dummy variables to code for missing data. Coefficients for the dummy variable models used here also provide the most conservative estimates of the three methods tested for dealing with missing data. Table 3 shows the weighted means, standard deviations, and range of all variables used in the final analysis. Table 4 shows the results of the regression analysis. Model 1 runs the analysis without an interaction term for gender and LGB sexuality. The coefficient for sexual minority status is not significant in this model.
Results
Model 2 adds the interaction term to the analysis. The effect of sexual identity on bachelor's degree completion by the time of wave 4 data collection is positive and statistically significant with the addition of the interaction term to the analysis. 15 This indicates that sexuality does exert an effect on educational attainment, but only when an interaction with gender is added to the model. That is, the effect of sexual identity on educational attainment is positive for men but negative for women. The main effect for gender is also significant, in keeping with prior literature. Women in the Add Health data set demonstrate the female advantage in college completion is still present, as they are more likely than heterosexual men to have a bachelor's degree, controlling for all other variables (b p 0.3980, p ! .001).
The interaction effect in model 2 for gender and sexual identity is also significant. The significance of both the main term and interaction term in model 2 indicates that there is a significant difference between the educational attainment patterns of sexual minority women and men. Unlike the main ef-
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fect for sexual identity, though, the interaction term is negative, indicating that the relationship between sexuality and educational attainment is conditional on gender. Whereas gay and bisexual men are more likely than heterosexual men to have earned a bachelor's degree by wave 4, lesbian and bisexual women are less likely as compared to heterosexual men, net of other effects (interaction effect b p 21.6149, p ! .001; summation of main effects and interaction effects p 20.2158). Sexual minority men, then, enjoy an educational bonus compared to heterosexuals-men and women. Sexual minority women, on the other hand, suffer a penalty in terms of their educational attainment. The direction and significance of the control variables' effects in model 2 are largely in keeping with prior literature. Asian respondents were more likely to have a bachelor's degree by wave 4 than white respondents, while black respondents were less likely to have a bachelor's degree. Respondents who are older with higher SES and higher GPAs were also more likely to have a bachelor's degree. All these effects are statistically significant. Respondents who were coded as living in urban contexts were less likely than suburbanraised respondents to have a college degree, and the effects are statistically significant. Belief in wave 1 that one would eventually go to college was statistically significant and positively associated with bachelor's degree attainment; however, self-esteem was not.
In order to compare gender and sexuality groupings, 16 I estimate margins and linear contrasts for all four gender and sexuality combinations. 
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shows the predicted probabilities of each group having a bachelor's degree by wave 4. Gay and bisexual men have the highest predicted probability of having completed college at 0.4414. They are followed by heterosexual women, whose predicted probability is 0.3403. Heterosexual men's predicted probability of having a bachelor's degree by wave 4 is 0.2779. Lesbian and bisexual women have the lowest predicted probability of all gender and sexuality groupings of finishing college at 0.2462. These probabilities are represented graphically in figure 1 . I run tests on the contrasts between these predicted probabilities to determine whether they differ from one another at a statistically significant level. I present results using both Bonferroni corrections and no postestimation adjustments. Although Bonferroni tests are generally the preferred method to lessen Type I error across multiple estimations-that is, lessening the likelihood that a relationship will be deemed statistically significant based on chance (Brown 2008 )-they also reduce statistical power (Perneger 1998) . Because the sample size of LGB respondents is relatively small as compared to the number of heterosexual respondents, the Bonferroni correction may cause the null hypothesis-that the intersection of gender and sexuality does not have a statistically significant influence on educational attainment-to be upheld even if it should be rejected. Therefore, I present the results of both methods of calculating significance. The contrast between heterosexual men's and heterosexual women's predicted probability is statistically significant regardless of whether the Bonferroni correction is employed ( p ! .001), which indicates that the female advantage in educational attainment holds using these data when comparing heterosexual men to heterosexual women. Two contrasts were not significant regardless of whether the Bonferroni adjustment was employed: the contrast in predicted probabilities between sexual minority men and heterosexual women and the contrast between sexual minority women and heterosexual men. This is telling, as it indicates that LGB women's predicted probability of college completion likely mirrors that of heterosexual men more closely than it does that of heterosexual women. LGB men's pattern of attainment, on the other hand, is likely more closely related to that of heterosexual women instead of that of heterosexual men.
Sexual minority men's educational attainment is higher than that of heterosexual men, which is in keeping with prior findings from the literature. Gay and bisexual men's predicted probability of having completed a bachelor's degree is 16 percentage points higher than heterosexual men's, and this contrast is statistically significant regardless of whether the Bonferroni correction is applied. As compared to sexual minority women, sexual minority men's predicted probability of completing college is over 19 percentage points higher. Again, this difference holds as statistically significant both using no adjustment and using Bonferroni's adjustment. The question of whether the contrast between sexual minority women and heterosexual women is significant depends on whether nonadjusted or Bonferroni-adjusted tests of significance are employed. Heterosexual women's predicted probability of having a bachelor's degree was over 9 percentage points above that of lesbian and bisexual women. This difference is statistically significant if no adjustment is used ( p ! .05) and insignificant if the Bonferroni adjustment is used. Although the more conservative Bonferroni tests prevent the model from making an inaccurate rejection of the null hypothesis, the already-small sample size means that employing the Bonferroni correction may be incorrectly upholding the null hypothesis, given the strength of the findings from the logistic regression model. Future research with larger sample sizes of LGB respondents, or qualitative research that compares the educational narratives of LGB women to those of heterosexual women, may be able to validate these differences.
Discussion
The logistic regression model and unadjusted tests of predicted probabilities indicate that sexual identity has an effect on educational attainment, and whether its effect is beneficial or detrimental depends on gender. According to the second model, gay and bisexual men are more than twice as likely to have a bachelor's degree as compared to heterosexual men. This translates to a 16-percentage-point contrast in predicted probabilities. However, lesbian and bisexual women face an educational penalty. Even controlling for several variables, logistic regression results show that sexual minority women were less likely than even heterosexual men to have completed a bachelor's degree. Sexual minority women had the lowest predicted probability of the four gender and sexuality groupings to have a college degree by the end of wave 4. Within gender, there is a difference of more than 9 percentage points between the predicted probabilities of sexual minority women having a bachelor's degree as compared to heterosexual women, and this difference is statistically significant if no adjustment is made to p values. Of all gender and sexuality groups, sexual minority men actually had the highest predicted probability of having a college degree. This probability was not found to be statistically sigSexual Identity, Gender, and Postsecondary Educational Attainment
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American Journal of Education nificantly different from that of heterosexual women, indicating that these two groups' patterns of educational attainment are similar. Likewise, significance tests of contrasts indicate that there is no statistically significant difference between the predicted probabilities of sexual minority women and heterosexual men having a college degree. This means that, for LGB people, sexual minority men's pattern of educational attainment more closely parallels that of heterosexual women, whereas sexual minority women's pattern more closely parallels that of heterosexual men. Unadjusted tests of significance of this contrast support the third and fourth hypotheses: lesbian and bisexual women are less likely than their heterosexual female counterparts to have a bachelor's degree. This finding indicates that sexual identity has negative consequences for the educational attainment of sexual minority women. The female advantage in higher education, then, is conditional on sexual identity. LGB women do not enjoy the same female advantage in higher education that heterosexual women do. The Bonferroni tests of significance for the contrasts, though, complicate these findings. If this more stringent standard is used, the contrast between heterosexual women and LGB women's educational attainment levels is rendered insignificant. However, the Bonferroni tests of significance trade off Type I error for Type II error, making it more likely that the null hypothesis will be retained even if it is untrue. Because of the relatively small sample size of LGB respondents in Add Health, Bonferroni tests of significance may indicate that the relationship between gender, sexuality, and education is no greater than chance when, in fact, such a pattern does exist. Future research with larger samples of LGB respondents may be able to withstand the increased scrutiny of a Bonferroni test of significance. Additionally, as Add Health respondents' age and patterns of educational attainment stabilize, examination of future waves of data may be able to identify a pattern of educational attainment as contingent on sexuality and gender.
For those who work with college students, the results here indicate that more can be done to support sexual minority students' academic success-particularly for sexual minority women. For instance, academic tutoring services could collaborate with on-campus LGBT groups to communicate that such services are not only available but inclusive and aware of sexual minority students' needs. Career counseling may be another means of addressing the educational gaps between sexual minority men and women identified here. Although sexuality affects sexual minority women's career decisions (Boatwright et al. 1996) , there may be little in the way of formal interventions for LGB college students. Paying more attention to the academic needs and career development concerns of sexual minority students may be a means of promoting academic success, for sexual minority women in particular, as well as for any sexual minority students who are facing academic difficulties.
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Institutions should also be more deliberate in collecting data on sexual minority student populations. As Sanlo (2004) points out, many American colleges and universities would be unable to determine how their LGBT students fare academically as compared to heterosexuals because they do not have a formal means of gathering information on their progress or their needs. By collecting data on sexual minority students, institutions will be better able to identify any gender and sexuality patterns in educational attainment and better design localized interventions to help promote all students' academic success.
These descriptive findings do much to untangle the relationship between gender, sexuality, and education. They also provide some direction for future research. Because I use self-identification as LGB at a later wave as my independent variable, endogeneity is a possible concern. I argue that timing of coming out is not of heightened concern in this work, whose goal is more descriptive than explanatory; regardless of when or how respondents disclosed their sexual identities, they still contribute to a pattern of educational attainment among sexual minorities. It is important to explore what mechanisms underpin these gender and sexuality differences in educational attainment, including timing of coming out, exposure to discrimination, or school culture. Future work should use other bodies of theory to propose hypotheses for the mechanisms that underpin these differences and explore them.
Cohort effects may be important, given Add Health's longitudinal design. The group of respondents in the Add Health data all fall between the ages of 25 and 35 at the time of wave 4 data collection, with over half of the respondents clustered within 1 year of age 30. It is important to note that these data represent a particular cohort of people, most of whom finished high school right on the cusp of American society's relative transformation to a broader acceptance of sexual minorities (Broido 2004) . The age of the respondents affects the generalizability of these data to all LGB persons; both older and younger LGB persons might experience disproportionate effects-and returns-on their educational attainment as a function of sexual identity. As data collection processes continue to emphasize including LGB populations, it is likely that more systematic data sources will collect information on respondents' sexual identity status (Black et al. 2000) . These sources can be used to expand the work here past its limited focus on a particular cohort.
Conclusion
The analysis presented here indicates that there are differences in educational attainment between heterosexual and LGB respondents in the Add Health data. Gay and bisexual men's predicted probabilities of college completion are Sexual Identity, Gender, and Postsecondary Educational Attainment
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American Journal of Education above those of both heterosexual men and sexual minority women. Sexual minority women, on the other hand, had the lowest predicted probability of having a bachelor's degree. Sexual minority men, then, experience an educational bonus in terms of bachelor's degree completion, but sexual minority women are educationally penalized. Sexual identity's effect on educational attainment is not monolithic. Rather, the interaction of gender and sexuality leads to differential educational attainment outcomes. The finding that lesbian and bisexual women are less likely to obtain a bachelor's degree is all the more striking given the general female advantage in college completion and the LGB bonus identified in prior literature. The educational trajectories of sexual minority women should be studied to determine why they are disadvantaged as compared to their male counterparts. Those who wish to promote LGB student success should pay particular attention to the educational needs of sexual minority women, and future work could examine the mechanisms behind this gender-and sexuality-dependent differential in educational attainment. In the meantime, there are steps that educational institutions can take to address these educational disparities, such as promoting academic interventions for sexual minority students and collecting data on their graduation rates. Particularly because college completion has serious consequences, it is all the more important to explore why certain gender and sexuality groups may be advantaged-or disadvantaged-when it comes to obtaining a postsecondary degree.
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1. This study does not specifically look at transgender persons. The data set used had fewer than five respondents who reported a transgender identity or a change in sex to warrant their inclusion in the analysis. Although transgender students are frequently
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overlooked in scholarly literature (Renn 2010) , the omission here is made to avoid making generalizations to a group that frequently has different concerns than do LGB persons, as well as to avoid making generalizations that the data set cannot support. 2. Because the intersection of gender and sexuality is of empirical concern in this work, it is necessary to explain the language that will be used to distinguish between the four groups of interest. For instance, although this analysis examines the educational status of LGB people, separating these groups out by using terms such as "LGB men" is problematic, as the identity of lesbian is one that is infrequently claimed by sexual minority men (Zita 1992) . Further, the use of terms such as "men" and "women" also presents difficulties; many sources use the terms interchangeably, conflating the gender and sex of their respondents (Valdes 1996) . It is assumed in the data used here, for instance, that respondents who identify themselves as "male" would also identify themselves as men and present themselves as men, which may or may not be the case in reality. It is not my intention to further complicate the terrain of this debate here, though it is necessary to acknowledge its bearing on the analysis and its interpretation. Because of the conflation of sex and gender in the bulk of pertinent literature, I use the terminology originally employed by the respective authors cited when discussing others' works. For my own findings, I will use the terms "men" and "women" as nouns, and "male" and "female" as adjectives. For sexual identity, I will use "LGB" or "sexual minorities" as terms to talk about the population as a whole, but "sexual minority men/women," "gay and bisexual men," or "lesbian and bisexual women" will be used when I discuss the intersection of gender and sexuality. In its style guide, the American Psychological Association (2009) supports the use of these conventions in scholarly writing. Transgender or otherwise queer populations may be considered "sexual minorities," or they may use a multitude of different terms to label their gender or gender expression (Savin-Williams 2005). However, because there is no way for the data here to accurately determine whether respondents are transgender or otherwise non-gender conforming, the terms "sexual minority," "man," and "woman" used here will be employed as an intelligible shorthand representation of the data and arguments presented here. Their use is not meant to intentionally exclude.
3. See note 4; "gay males" is the terminology Barrett et al. (2002) used in their article.
4. Although Black et al. (2000) note that gay men are overwhelmingly concentrated in a few urban areas across the United States, lesbian women's residential patterns are far more diffuse. Therefore, a method that concentrates on urban respondents may be more likely to overestimate sexual minority women's educational attainment levels.
5. Chi-square tests of cross tabulations and simple OLS regressions (not shown) indicate the LGB population identified here did not differ substantially from heterosexual respondents in terms of parents' SES or urbanity. With regard to race, sexual minority men of color were overrepresented as compared to LGB white men. Thirtyseven of 857 men of color, or 4.32% of all men of color in the sample, identified as gay or bisexual. For white men, 33 of 1,366 respondents, or 2.45%, identified as gay or bisexual (chi-square test is significant, p ! .05). Given racial minority men's educational standing vis-à-vis white men's in general (e.g., McDaniel 2011), this overrepresentation makes the finding that the "LGB bonus" holds for men even more strik-ing. Therefore, there is little reason to believe that this subsample of sexual minorities differs substantially from the larger, nationally representative population of the Add Health survey.
6. Although the protected data would offer more statistical power, as the sample size is nearly three times that of what is presented here, I no longer have access to the full data set. Further, results using the protected data do not differ from those presented here, which use the publicly available Add Health data.
7. Although it would be ideal to separate out bisexual respondents from lesbian and gay respondents-particularly because of the differences between the concerns of bisexuals and those of lesbians and gay men (e.g., Phelan 2001; Weinberg et al. 1994) , such a separation might compromise the statistical integrity of the model by splitting up LGB persons into subgroups too small to study. Future research with larger, purposeful sampling of LGB populations could be used to answer questions about differences between subgroups.
8. Much like transgender respondents, small sample size and the fact that asexuality is a distinct sexual identity with issues separate from those that heterosexuals and LGB persons face, coupled with the fact that asexuals comprised such a small percentage of respondents, led to the decision to exclude asexual respondents from this analysis (Boegart 2006; Savin-Williams 2005) .
9. This percentage of LGB respondents matches the proportion of respondents who identify as sexual minorities when self-identification is used to operationalize sexual minority status (Laumann et al. 1994; Savin-Williams 2005) . Kinsey et al.'s (1948) oftquoted statistic of 10% of the population being gay or lesbian stems from their use of engagement in same-sex sexual behavior as a means of operationalizing sexual minority status.
10. Add Health does ask respondents whether they are currently pursuing for-credit education. Given that the average age of respondents at wave 4 is 30, it is possible that some of them have not yet completed their educational careers. I choose to use attainment of a bachelor's degree as a cutoff point in my analysis, as most Americans still complete their college degrees before the age of 30 ( Jacobs and King 2002) . Additionally, Add Health's question regarding current enrollment lumps together vocational/technical training with college, university, or community college enrollment, which is problematic given this work's interest in analyzing bachelor's degree completion. I also did not separate those enrolled in higher education as I ran multinomial logistic regression models including current pursuit of education as a competing outcome, and results were similar to those presented. Analysis of future waves of Add Health data may be able to determine whether there are any changes in the findings after more respondents have largely finished pursuing education.
11. Add Health's respondent data collection on parents refers to those individuals whom the respondents identify as their mother or father through a home census. This means that some parents may be stepparents, biological parents, or even guardians, depending on how the respondent identified them in their census.
12. An interaction effect between LGB sexual identity and self-esteem was tested in preliminary statistical models. However, the interaction variable was not statistically significant. Therefore, it is not included in the final models presented.
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13. On self-reports of academic performance, male respondents tend to overestimate their academic success more so than female respondents do (DiPrete and Buchmann 2012). The Add Health data have a companion survey, the Adolescent Health and Academic Achievement (AHAA) survey, which contains cumulative GPA data for respondents whose high schools were able and willing to provide transcripts. However, earlier models run with protected access to AHAA's measure of GPA, which has a lower potential for bias, meant an increased number of missing cases for the GPA variable. A disproportionate number of these otherwise-missing cases were LGB respondents (results not shown). Because of this, McNeely's (2005) operationalization for the GPA control variable is an acceptable proxy, even if access to Add Health's protected data were possible.
14. Presumably, the intersection of race and sexuality would lead to differential educational outcomes for LGB persons of color as compared to white LGB persons (Collins 2004) . However, this split the LGB sample into even smaller subpopulations, which would have exacerbated issues related to statistical power. Qualitative research techniques or quantitative analysis of future data sets with larger numbers of LGB persons of color may be able to untangle any race/sexuality interactions that affect educational attainment.
15. The fact that a coefficient is not significant in one model, but becomes significant upon the addition of another variable, may indicate that statistical suppression is a concern (MacKinnon et al. 2000) . Within-gender logistic regressions (results not shown) indicate that the variable for sexual minority status is quite robust, maintaining both statistical significance and direction for men and women. The results indicate this is a true interactive (moderating) relationship, wherein the interaction of gender and sexual identity leads to unique educational attainment outcomes: sexual minority women are less likely to earn a bachelor's degree than heterosexual women, whereas sexual minority men are more likely than heterosexual men to have completed college. Therefore, statistical suppression of the main effect to a degree that compromises the results presented here is not likely.
16. In logistic regression models with an interaction, interactive effects cannot be compared to one another directly as they can in linear models (Norton et al. 2004) . Therefore, comparisons of magnitude of the effects gender and sexual identity have on bachelor's degree attainment will be examined after marginal effects are computed.
